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DETAILED ACTION 



Election/Restrictions 

1. Claims 14-25, 36-46, 60-71, and 73-74 are withdrawn from further consideration 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable 
generic or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on March 7, 
2005. 

Applicant's election without traverse of Group I, Claims 1-13, 26-35, 47-59 and 72 in the 
reply filed on March 7, 2005 is acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-7, 26-32, and 47-53, and 72 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Epard (US005241625A). 

5. With regard to Claim 1, Epard describes a method for sending a composite image from a 
host computer (10, Figure 3B) to a display computer (20; Col. 11, lines 54-57). QuickDraw (21) 
copies bit images to and from any bitmap off-screen (Col. 8, lines 6-10). A bitmap is the same as 
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a frame buffer or memory. A QuickDraw is located in the display computer, as can be seen in 
Figure 3B. Therefore, the display computer has an off-screen memory with available memory. 
The method comprises breaking the composite image into one or more sub-images (Col. 6, lines 
28-56), wherein each of the sub-images can fit into the available memory of the off-screen 
memory (Col. 6, lines 40-49; Col. 8, lines 6-10); and transmitting each of the sub-images to the 
display computer for storage in the off-screen memory (Col. 11, lines 54-57; Col. 6, lines 40-49; 
Col. 8, lines 6-10). 

6. With regard to Claim 2, Epard describes that each of the sub-images is a rectangle (Col. 

6. lines 50-56). 

7. With regard to Claim 3, Epard describes that a QuickDraw Capture (QDC) module (22, 
Figure 3B) transmits sub-images (Col. 6, lines 28-56) to the display computer (20; Figure 3B; 
Col. 12, lines 5-23). The QDC SendRect message is sent to the display computer to indicate that 
a sub-image of a composite image is being transmitted, the one or more messages containing 
data sufficient to reconstitute the sub-image on-screen (Col. 30, lines 49-56; Col. 32, lines 5-7). 

8. With regard to Claim 4, Epard describes that a QuickDraw Capture (QDC) module (22, 
Figure 3B) transmits sub-images (Col. 6, lines 28-56) to the display computer (20; Figure 3B; 
Col. 12, lines 5-23). The QDC Start message is sent to the display computer to indicate that a 
sub-image of a composite image is about to be transmitted (Col. 30, lines 49-56; Col. 31, lines 
20-24). 
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9. With regard to Claim 5, Epard describes that the sending one or more messages includes 
sending one or more messages to the display computer (27, Figure 3B) indicating a width and 
height of the sub-image (Col. 28, lines 50-60; Col. 30, lines 12-15). 

10. With regard to Claim 6, Epard describes sending sub-images (Col. 6, lines 50-56) to the 
display computer (20, Figure 3B; Col. 11, lines 54-57). Epard describes that the sending one or 
more messages to the display computer includes sending one or more messages to the display 
computer indicating the transmission of the sub-image of a composite image has been completed 
(Col. 26, lines 44-47). 

1 1 . With regard to Claim 7, Epard describes that the sending one or more messages includes 
sending one or more messages to the display computer (27, Figure 3B) indicating the position on 
the screen to which the sub-image of the composite image is to be displayed (Col. 27, lines 26- 
31). 

12. With regard to Claim 26, Claim 26 is similar in scope to Claim 1, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

13. With regard to Claim 27, Claim 27 is similar in scope to Claim 3, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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14. With regard to Claim 28, Claim 28 is similar in scope to Claim 4, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

15. With regard to Claim 29, Claim 29 is similar in scope to Claim 5, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

16. With regard to Claim 30, Claim 30 is similar in scope to Claim 6, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

17. With regard to Claim 31, Claim 31 is similar in scope to Claim 7, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

18. With regard to Claim 32, Epard describes that a QuickDraw Capture (QDC) module (22, 
Figure 3B) transmits sub-images (Col. 6, lines 28-56) to the display computer (20; Figure 3B; 
Col. 12, lines 5-23). Therefore, the sub-image one or more message sender (Col. 30, lines 49-56) 
includes a sub-image sender, which is the QDC module. 

19. With regard to Claim 47, Claim 47 is similar in scope to Claim 1, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

20. With regard to Claim 48, Claim 48 is similar in scope to Claim 2, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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21. With regard to Claim 49, Claim 49 is similar in scope to Claim 3, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

22. With regard to Claim 50, Claim 50 is similar in scope to Claim 4, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

23. With regard to Claim 5 1 , Claim 5 1 is similar in scope to Claim 5, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

24. With regard to Claim 52, Claim 52 is similar in scope to Claim 6, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

25. With regard to Claim 53, Claim 53 is similar in scope to Claim 7, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

26. With regard to Claim 72, Claim 72 is similar in scope to Claim 1, except that Claim 72 is 
for a program storage device readable by a machine, tangibly embodying a program of 
instructions executable by the machine to perform the method. Epard describes a program 
storage device (22, Figure 3B) readable by a machine, tangibly embodying a program of 
instructions (23) executable by the machine to perform the method (Col. 4, lines 65-67; Col. 12, 
lines 10-23). Therefore, Claim 72 is rejected under the same rationale as Claim 1. 
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27. Thus, it reasonably appears that Epard describes or discloses every element of Claims 1- 
7, 26-32, and 47-53, and 72 and therefore anticipates the claims subject. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

28. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

29. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



30. Claims 8, 9, 33, 54, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Epard (US005241625A) in view of Yang (US20020035596A1). 



31. With regard to Claim 8, Epard is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above relative 
to Claim 1 . 
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However, Epard does not teach determining the amount of memory available in the off- 
screen memory. However, Yang describes a thin client system [0002] where an application 
server (160, Figure 1) locally executes an application program and provides the application 
output data to clients/network users (118) who then display the results on a display screen 
coupled to their local computer [0003]. The method includes determining the amount of 
memory available in the off-screen memory [0082]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Epard to include determining the amount of memory available 
in the off-screen memory as suggested by Yang because Yang suggests that this is needed so that 
the host computer does not form an off- screen surface larger than the display computer's 
available off-screen memory [0082]. 

32. With regard to Claim 9, Epard does not teach that the determining includes receiving an 
indicator of the amount of memory available in the off-screen memory during or after 
initialization of the connection between the display computer and host computer. However, 
Yang describes that the determining includes receiving an indicator of the amount of memory 
available in the off-screen memory during or after initialization of the connection between the 
display computer (1 18, Figure 1) and host computer (160) [0082]. This would be obvious for the 
same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 8. 

33. With regard to Claim 33, Claim 33 is similar in scope to Claim 8, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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34. With regard to Claim 54, Claim 54 is similar in scope to Claim 8, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

35. With regard to Claim 55, Claim 55 is similar in scope to Claim 9, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

36. Claims 10 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Epard 
(US005241625A) in view of Yang (US20020035596A1), further in view of Caulk 
(US005392391A). 

37. With regard to Claim 10, Epard and Yang are relied upon for the teachings as discussed 
above relative to Claim 9. 

However, Epard and Yang do not teach that the determining further includes receiving 
any stride requirements from the display computer during or after initialization of the connection 
between the display computer and host computer. However, Caulk describes receiving pitch 
requirements from the destination (Col. 9, lines 17-28). Caulk describes an X Windows System 
(Col. 6, lines 61-65), in which a client computer connects to a host computer, as discussed in the 
disclosure of this application in the background of the invention [0004]. Caulk relates to display 
applications (Col. 2, lines 35-40). Therefore, the destination is the display computer. Pitch is the 
same as stride, as is well-known in the art and taught in many publications, such as Microsoft's 
website. Therefore, Caulk describes receiving any stride requirements from the display 
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computer during or after initialization of the connection between the display computer and host 
computer. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Epard and Yang so that the determining further includes 
receiving any stride requirements from the display computer during or after initialization of the 
connection between the display computer and host computer as suggested by Caulk. Stride 
requirements are needed when accessing surfaces directly to ensure staying within the memory 
allocated for the dimensions of the surface and staying out of any memory reserved for cache. 
Additionally, when you lock only a portion of a surface, you must stay within the rectangle you 
specify when locking the surface. Failing to follow these guidelines will have unpredictable 
results, such as a garbled display. Stride requirements are well-known in the art, widely used, 
and can be found in many publications, such as Microsoft's website. 

38. With regard to Claim 56, Claim 56 is similar in scope to Claim 10, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

39. Claims 1 1, 12, 34, 35, 57, and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Epard (US005241625A) in view of Redford (US006049330A). 

40. With regard to Claim 11, Epard is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above 
relative to Claim 1. Epard describes breaking the composite image into one or more sub-images 
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(Col. 6, lines 28-56) and storing them in the off-screen memory (Col. 6, lines 45-48; Col. 8, lines 
6-10), as discussed in the rejection for Claim 1. 

However, Epard does not teach that the breaking includes breaking the composite image 
into one or more sub-images, wherein the sub-images are chosen so as to maximize the number 
of sub-images that are equal in size to the available memory in the off-screen memory. 
However, Redford describes breaking the composite image into one or more sub-images (Col. 3, 
lines 31-33). A cumulative memory allocation, which defines the current allowable memory, is 
determined each time a new sub-image is processed. The cumulative memory allocation can be 
based on the number of sub-images currently processed and an average memory allocation for 
each sub-image. The processor module generates a series of data packets for each processed 
sub-image. The bits contained in each data packet are counted and the result is added to the 
number of bits previously stored in memory to yield a current memory total. The current 
memory total is compared to the cumulative memory allocation to determine whether the current 
data packet should be written to memory. If the current memory total does not exceed the 
cumulative memory allocation, the current data packet is written to memory. If the current 
memory total exceeds the cumulative memory allocation, no further data packets for the present 
sub-image are written to memory and processing begins on the next sub-image (Col. 2, lines 31- 
47). If earlier processed sub-images do not fill the average memory available for each sub- 
image, later processed sub-images containing more information can take advantage of the excess 
memory for the earlier sub-images (Col. 2, lines 52-55). Therefore, the sub-images are chosen 
so as to maximize the number of sub-images that are equal in size to the available memory. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Epard so that that the breaking includes breaking the composite 
image into one or more sub-images, wherein the sub-images are chosen so as to maximize the 
number of sub-images that are equal in size to the available memory in the off-screen memory as 
suggested by Redford because Redford suggests that this method ensures that there is enough 
room in the memory to store the data and it avoids "memory gaps" (Col. 2, lines 31-51). 

41. With regard to Claim 12, Epard does not teach that the breaking includes breaking the 
composite image into one or more sub-images, wherein the sub-images are chosen so as to 
maximize the number of sub-images that are equal in size to some fixed width and height. 
However, Redford describes breaking the composite image into one or more sub-images (Col. 3, 
lines 31-33). The sub-images are chosen so as to maximize the number of sub-images that are 
equal in size to the available memory (Col. 2, lines 31-47, 52-55), and therefore are equal in size 
to some fixed width and height of the available memory. This would be obvious for the same 
reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1 1 . 

42. With regard to Claim 34, Claim 34 is similar in scope to Claim 11, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

43. With regard to Claim 35, Claim 35 is similar in scope to Claim 12, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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44. With regard to Claim 57, Claim 57 is similar in scope to Claim 1 1, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

45. With regard to Claim 58, Claim 58 is similar in scope to Claim 12, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

46. Claims 13 and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Epard 
(US005241625A) in view of Larson (US006031550A). 

47. With regard to Claim 13, Epard is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above 
relative to Claim 1 . Epard describes copying from a composite image in a pixmap to a realized 
window (Col. 50, lines 62-63). 

However, Epard does not teach that the breaking and transmitting are performed when a 
copy area command from a composite image in a pixmap to a realized window is recorded. 
However, Larson describes recording instructions for data access requests (Col. 7, lines 25-27), 
which are copy area commands. Source pixels can be copied to destination pixels by dividing 
the block of source pixels into separate blocks (Col. 8, lines 54-59). Therefore, the breaking and 
transmitting are performed when a copy area command from a composite image to a realized 
window is recorded. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Epard so that the breaking and transmitting are performed 
when a copy area command from a composite image in a pixmap to a realized window is 
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recorded as suggested by Larson because Larson suggests that this avoids X crossing (Col. 8, 
lines 54-59). X crossing occurs when the transfer of a block of pixel data crosses an X axis in 
display memory. Crossing an X boundary incurs an inordinate amount of accesses to the 
memory, and therefore it is advantageous to avoid X crossing (Col. 2, line 47-Col. 3, line 5). 

48. With regard to Claim 59, Claim 59 is similar in scope to Claim 13, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

Prior Art of Record 

"Width vs. Pitch"; http://msdn.microsoft.com/librarv/en- 
us/directx9 c/directx/^aphics/ProgrammingGri 
h.asp . 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joni Hsu whose telephone number is 571-272-7785. The , 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew C. Bella can be reached on 571-272-7778. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

JH 
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